Risk estimates are frequently used in public health practice to guide authorities responsible for adopting policies that protect public health. There are uncertainties in all risk estimates, most of which do not invalidate their conclusions.
The authors also claim that the noise attenuations used are not experimentally supported. As mentioned in our paper, the values we used are taken directly from the WHO 4 recommendations based on the best available scientific evidence. We also mentioned that the noise attenuation offered by a closed window in a cold climate should reduce noise by 30 dB; and that the 15 dB attenuation scenario is not a realistic yearly average noise attenuation for Montreal. Yet, as detailed in the article, this scenario was used because it is representative of summertime noise levels and facilitates the comparison of our impact assessment with results obtained for the Leipzig/Halle airport.
In conclusion, Boivin and Savard did a thorough job of restating the limitations already discussed in the original article, although they sometimes seem to confuse validity with precision. We have performed further analyses to confirm that our risk estimate is indeed valid. These analyses (data not shown), which identified problematic zones using the 
